County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff's Department Headquarters 


4700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, California 917: 


Sgt. Scott Graham of Internal Affairs Bureau attempted to 
July 25, 2014 serve letter on Friday, July 25, 2014, but the employee 
was not home. 


This letter was sent to the employee via certified mail on 
Friday, July 25, 2014. 


Deputy Joseph Ament, This letter was also sent via U.S. mail with postage fully 
paid to the last known address of employee on Friday, 
July 25, 2014 


Dear Deputy Ament: 


You are hereby notified that it is the intention of the Sheriffs Department to discharge 
you from your position of Deputy Sheriff, Item No. 2708A, with this Department, 
effective the close of business August 15, 2014. 


An investigation under IAB File Number 2324547, conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, 
coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


1. That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and 
Procedures, Sections ee 


and/or 


pertains to Section Fi 
about November 13, 2012, while on duty and assigned as 
the station jailer at Santa Clarita Valley station, you knowingly 
fraternized with, and/or did favors for, and/or created a 
personal „relationship and/or association with a female 
prisoner mE at the station jail, and/or failed 
to perform your duties in a manner which would tend to 
establish and maintain the highest standard of efficiency in 
carrying out the functions and objectives of the Department, 
and/or failed to conform to the work standards established for 
your rank, and/or such conduct conflicted with the 
Department's Core Values, Mission, and/or Creed, as such 
embarrassed yourself, and/or the Department, as evidenced 
by, but not limited to: 
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a. Placing a female prisoner OoOo Y in a 
detoxification cell to use the restroom, and/or standing 
outside of the detoxification cell and peering in 
through the cell window as the female | 

used the restroom, and/or being seen by the 


female prisoner (STII looking at her as 


she used the restroom, and/or; 


b. While in the “Livescan Room” inside the jail for purposes 
of fingerprinting, instructing a female prisoner ha 
_ to pull her pants down below her knees and/or 


a |. a tattoo on the prisoner's . 


left leg, and/or; 


c. Placing a female prisoner ; oooO O alone in a 
detoxification cell with a blanket and mattress to afford her 
privacy from other female prisoners, and/or; 


d. Obtaining and/or entering a female prisoner's 
cellular phone number into your cellu 5 

—_— °° to assist the female prisoner 
with her criminal case, and/or sending a text 
message to the prisoner (QS “EEE shortly 
after inputting information into your cellular phone, and/or; 


e. Releasing a female prisoner and DUI suspect i. 
, who entered the jail with a BAC of .011%, 
after only two (2) hours and 41 minutes in custody, and/or; 


f. Sending and/or receiving several text messages to and/or 
from former prisoner — on the same 
day as her release, and/or subsequent days to follow. 


2. That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and 
Procedures, Section 3-01/040.75, Failure to Make 
Statements and/or Making False Statements During 
Departmental Internal Investigations, on or about January 14, 
2014, while on duty and participating in your interview 
conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, made false statements, 
as evidenced by, but not limited to: 
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a. Stating you kept your cellular phone on the jailer’s desk, 
and/or did not take your cellular phone into the jail, and/or 
security area of the jail, and/or entered and/or caused a 
female prisoner's cellular phone number to be entered 
into your cellular phone, and/or stating you did not send, 

to gend a i message to a female prisoner's 

cellular phone at approximately 

0549 hours, and/or while the prisoner was still in custody, 
and/or; 


b. Stating y sent any text messages to a female 
prisoner B —_— after she was released 
from custody. 


3. That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and 


refusal to act as directed by a 
supervisor or higher ranking personnel), on or about February 
24, 2014, you failed to follow the direction and/or order of a 
higher ranking Department member, as evidenced by, but not 
limited to: 


a. Communicating with who was not your 


designated representative and/or attorney, and/or 
discussing the facts of the IAB case against you, and/or 
issues discussed during your subject interview. 


That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and 
Procedures, Sections 


and/or fi 

(as it 

pertains to Sectio! on or 
about November 13, 2012, while on duty and assigned as the 
station jailer at Santa Clarita Valley station, knowingly 
fraternized with, and/or did favors for, and/or created a 


personal relationship and/or association with a female 
prisoner EEN at the station jail, and/or failed 
to perform your duties in a manner which would tend to 


establish and maintain the highest standard of efficiency in 
carrying out the functions and objectives of the Department, 
and/or failed to conform to the work standards established for 
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your rank, and/or such conduct conflicted with the 
Department's Core Values, Mission, and/or Creed, as such 
embarrassed himself, and/or the Department, as evidenced 
by, but not limited to: 


a. ing the detoxification cell where a female prisoner 

was being housed alone, and/or 

sitting on the mattress next to her, and/or attempting to 
‘sa and/or; 


b. Entering the detoxification cell a seco! j nd/or 
blocking a female prisoner QD | from 
exiting the cell, and/or wrapping your right arm around 
her waist, and/or pulling her body toward you until you 
were face to face, and/or hugging her, and/or telling her 
she was pretty, and/or kissing her on the cheek, and/or 
putting your left hand on her right breast, over her 
clothing, and/or manipulating her right breast with his left 
hand for three seconds, and/or grabbing her breast, 
and/or placing your left hand on her right hand, and/or 
forcing the open palm of her right hand onto your erect 
penis over your clothing, and/or pushing your erect penis 
against her vaginal area (over clothing). 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, Investigative 
Summary and Investigative Packet which are incorporated herein by reference. 


You may respond to the intended action orally or in writing. In the event that you 
choose to respond orally to these charges, you have already been scheduled to meet 
with Chief Jacques La Berge, on August 15, 2014, at 1000 hours, in his office, which is 
located at 4700 Ramona Boulevard, Room 435, Monterey Park, California 91754. If 
you are unable to appear at the scheduled time and wish to schedule some other time 
prior to August 15, 2014, for your oral response, please call Chief La Berge’s secretary 
at (323) 526-5126, for an appointment. 


If you choose to respond in writing, please call Chief La Berge’s secretary to cancel 
your scheduled appointment, and send your response to the facts contained in this 
letter to Chief La Berge’s office by no later than August 15, 2014. 


Unless you are currently on some other type of authorized leave, pursuant to Rule 
16.01 of the Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission Rules, effective 
immediately, you are on paid administrative leave which will continue during the fifteen 
(15) business days you have to respond to the intended discharge or until the 
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conclusion of your pre-disciplinary hearing. If you are presently on an authorized leave, 
that leave will continue during the fifteen (15) business days you have to respond to the 
intended discharge, or until the conclusion of your pre-disciplinary hearing. 

Failure to respond to this Letter of Intent within fifteen (15) business days will be 
considered a waiver of your right to respond and will result in the imposition of the 
discipline indicated herein. 

If you did not receive the investigative material on which your discipline is based at the 
time you were served with this correspondence, you may contact the Internal Affairs 
Bureau at (323) 890-5300, to obtain a copy of the case file. 

The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 

Sincerely, 


JOHN L. SCOTT, SHERIFF 


? 
e7 


l Cin E. Ault, Captain 


Internal Affairs Bureau 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the Manual 
of Policy and Procedures. 


AEA:md 


on Advocacy Unit 
Employee Relations Unit 
Jacques A. La Berge, Chief, North Patrol Division 
Internal Affairs Bureau 
(File # 2324547) 


761551N25A - SH-AD-32A (2/72) - PS-80 


COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 


A Tradition of Service 
DATE: July 11, 2014 
FILE NO: IV 2324547 
OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 


FROM: ROOSEVELT JOHNSON, CAPTAIN TO: ALICIA E. AULT, CAPTAIN 
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY STATION INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU 


SUBJECT: AMENT, JOSEPH #BM 
Deputy Sheriff Generalist 
Santa Clarita Valley Station 


North Patrol Division 


Upon consideration of the facts developed in this investigation, | have determined 
that Subject AMENT should be DISCHARGED from his position as a deputy sheriff 
generalist, for the reasons set forth in the attached documentation. This decision 
may be reconsidered based on the employee's response. 


CASE REVIEWED BY 


atts A$ > 
S oF WA 
S1 STAST S pheri Erl 


Yeon £- [ZOCAS 
7-224 GF 
Date 


Erdan BAECANIES, Assistant Sheriff Ten MD Assistant Sheriff 


2-221% Ahl 


Date Date 
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DISPOSITION SHEET 
CHARGES: 
The evidence developed in this investigation supports the following: 


Charge One: 


That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and Procedures, Sections 


ooo ma o and/or 
(as it pertains to Section(s) 


ER 01 oF about November 13, 2012, Subject Ament while on duty and 
assigned as the station jailer at Santa Clarita Valley Station, knowingly fraternized with, 
and/or did favors for, and/or created a personal relationship and/or association with a 
female prisoner (EEE at the station jail, and/or failed to perform his duties in 
a manner which would tend to establish and maintain the highest standard of efficiency in 
carrying out the functions and objectives of the Department, and/or failed to conform to 
the work standards established for his rank, and/or such conduct conflicted with the 
Department's Core Values, Mission, and/or Creed, as such embarrassed himself, and/or 
the Department, as evidenced by, but not limited to: 


a. Placing a female prisoner E in a detoxification cell to use the 
restroom, and/or standing outside of the detoxificati iag into the 
cell through the cell window as the female prisoner used the 


restroom, and/or being seen by the female prisoner (ooking 
at her as she used the restroom, and/or; 


b. While in the “Livescan Room” jpsi iaj purposes of fingerprinting, 
instructing a female prisoner r to pull her pants down below 
her knees and/or photographing a tattoo on the prisoner's (Ms. i: 
left leg, and/or; 


c. Placing a female prisoner | ss in a detoxification cell with a 


blanket and mattress to afford her privacy from other female prisoners, and/or; 


d. Obtaining and/or entering a female prisoner's rf cellular 


phone number into his (Subject Ament's) cellular phone, and/or promising to 
assist the female prisoner with her criminal case, and/or 
sending a text message to the prisoner ( shortly after inputting 
information into his cellular phone, and/o: 
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e. Releasing a female prisoner and DUI suspect Done] who entered 
the jail with a BAC of .011%, after only two (2) hours and 41 minutes in custody, 
and/or; 


f. Sending and/or receiving several text messages to and/or from former prisoner 
ea on the same day as her release, and/or subsequent days to 
follow. 


Charge Two: 


That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and Procedures, Sections 
3-01/040.75, Failure to Make Statements and/or Making False Statements During 
Departmental Internal Investigations, on or about January 14, 2014, Subject Ament while 
on duty and participating in his Subject interview conducted by Internal Affairs Bureau, 
made false statements, as evidenced by, but not limited to: 


a. Stating he kept his cellular phone on the jailer’s desk, and/or did not take his 
cellular phone into the jail, and/or security area of the jail, and/or entered and/or 
caused a female prisoner's cellular phone number to be entered into his 
cellular phone, and/or stating he did not send, or cause to send a text message 
to a female prisoner's a) cellular phone at approximately 
0549 hours, and/or while the prisoner was still in custody, and/or; 


b. Stating he never sent any text messages to a female prisoner (i 
GR 2 ‘ter she was released from custody. 


Charge Three: 


That in violation of the Department's Manual of Policy and Procedures, Section 


= , on or about — 24, 2014, Subject Ament 


failed to follow the direction and/or order of a higher ranking Department member, as 
evidenced by, but not limited to: 


a. Communicating with | who was not his designated 
representative and/or attorney, and/or discussing the facts of the IAB case 
against him, and/or issues discussed during his subject interview. 


Charge Four: 


It is also alleged n 
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That in violation of the Department's 
a 
(as it pertains to Section(s' 


[es a es | 

HE, o^ or about November 13, 2012, Subject Ament while on duty and 
assigned as the station jailer at Santa Clarita Valley Station, knowingly fraternized with, 
and/or did favors d a personal relationship and/or association with a 
female prisoner (| at the station jail, and/or failed to perform his duties in 
a manner which would tend to establish and maintain the highest standard of efficiency in 
carrying out the functions and objectives of the Department, and/or failed to conform to 
the work standards established for his rank, and/or such conduct conflicted with the 
Department's Core Values, Mission, and/or Creed, as such embarrassed himself, and/or 
the Department, as evidenced by, but not limited to: 


a. Entering the detoxification cell where a female prisoner was 


being housed alone and/or sitting on the mattress next to her, and/or 
attempting to kiss and/or 


b. Entering neu ell a second time, and/or blocking a female 
prisoner from exiting the cell, and/or wrapping his right arm 
around her waist, and/or pulling her body toward his until they were face to 


face, and/or hugging her, and/or telling her she was pretty, and/or kissing her 
on the cheek, and/or putting his left hand on her right breast, over her clothing, 
and/or manipulating her right breast with his left hand for three seconds, and/or 
grabbing her breast, and/or placing his left hand on her right hand, and/or 
forcing the open palm of her right hand onto his erect penis over his clothing, 
and/or pushing his erect penis against her vaginal area (over clothing). 


SUMMARY: 


On November 13, 2012, Complainant =- in custody at Santa Clarita Valley 
Station for driving under the influence of alcohol (DUI). Subject Ament escorted 
Complain an AI the detoxification cell because she requested to use the 
restroom. e was the only person in the detoxification cell, and Subject Ament knew 
she was placed in the detoxification cell for a brief time to use the restroom. While 
Complainant as seated on the toilet urinating, she saw Subject Ament 
peering through a window watching her. The jail’s security video showed Subject Ament 
peering at Complainant a the detoxification cell window at the time she 
was urinating in the toilet. Subject Ament’s behavior was inappropriate, indicated a 


degree of sexual gratification, brought discredit upon himself, and embarrassed the 
Department. 
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Subject Ament escorted Complainan {i to the Livescan Room inside the jail for 
fingerprinting and ph ing. Subject Ament had his IPhone in his possession and 
entered contri: cellular phone number into his IPhone. He promised 
to assist her with her criminal case. Subject Ament claimed he never took his cellular 


phone into the jail or entered her cellular phone number into his cellular phone. Subject 
Ament claimed he kept his cellular phone on the jailer’s desk. 


However, the jail's security video showed differently, and cellular phone records provided 
additional evidence that he knowingly made false statements to Internal Affairs Bureau 
investigators. The jail’s security video showed Subject Ament remove his cellular phone 
from his uniform shirt pocket, while standing near the jailer’s desk, next to the front, 
female booking cell; and he inputted information into the cellular phone between 05:48:38 
hours and 05:49:07 hours, on November 13, 2012. According to cellular phone records 
obtained from a court order, Subject Ament sent a text message from his cellular phone to 
Complainant {EB cellular phone at 0549 hours on November 13, 2012. 


HER eft leg. Subject Ament had Complainant ull her pants down 
below her knees to take the photograph, despite her objections. The situation exposed 
Complainan body in a manner, which was inappropriate for a male deputy to 
view. Subject Ament should have had a female deputy take the photograph of her leg 
tattoo. Subject Ament’'s behavior was inappropriate, indicated a degree of sexual 
gratification, brought discredit upon himself, and embarrassed the Department. 


While in the Livescan Room, Subject Ament oe Mae on Complainant 


When Complainant a... booked at Santa Clarita Valley Station, her blood 
alcohol content (BAC) was 0.11%. Subject Ament stated during his first IAB interview 
that he thought her BAC was 0.16%. Complainan (Eas only in custody at the 
station for 2 hours and 41 minutes before she was released. Based on her BAC, she 
should have remained in custody for at least 5 hours and 30 minutes. Therefore, Subject 
Ament released Complain an Eh arly three hours early, and he failed to follow 
proper Department procedures with regards to releasing a DUI suspect. 


Subject Ament sent Complainant A: veral text messages from his personal 
cellular phone to her cellular phone. During the course of the investigation, Subject 
Ament denied sending these text messages. However, there is clear physical evidence 
that he sent the text messages. _Also, the text messages exchanged between Subject 
Ament and Complainant all incriminating based on their content. The text 
messages included some details about the activities that had allegedly occurred between 
Subject Ament and Complainant EE sic £ the station jail such as kissing. 


During the first interview with IAB investigators, Subject Ament was ordered to not speak 
about the case with anyone other than his designated representative until the conclusion 
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of the case. However, Subject Ament spoke to Wires: o o the case 
after the first interview with IAB investigators. During the second interview with Subject 
Ament, he admitted to IAB investigators that he had discussed the case with Witness 


On November 13, 2012, at 0229, Complainant O arrested by 
California Highway Patrol Officers for driving under the influence of alcohol. The CHP 
officers transported Complain an A: Santa Clarita Valley Station, where she 
was booked. At the time of her booking, — e a a 0.11% Blood 
Alcohol Content (BAC), which was noted on her booking slip (Volume 2, Exhibit 1). 

At the time of Complainant! s booking at Santa Clarita Valley Station, Subject 
Joseph Ament was assi e Jailer. He worked the early morning shift, and his 
hours worked were hours, according to the Daily Time Card for that date 
and shift (Volume 2, Exhibit Complainant a she first made contact 
with Subject Ament when she entered the Santa Clarita Vall d saw Subject 


Ament sitting at the jailer’s desk. aren ees Ament 


asked her what she wanted. Complainan' replied she wanted some water. 


After the arresting CHP officers left Santa Clarita Valley Station and prior to her being 
fingerprinted, Complainant M spoke to Subject Ament and requested to use the 
restroom. Subject Ament escorted her from the front, female booking cell to the 
detoxification cell. Subject Ament left her in the detoxification cell without closing or 
locking the cell door. Complainant aid she waited until Subject Ament 
walked away before using the toilet. en she was urinating, she saw Subject Ament 
looking at her through a small, glass window. Complainant Wi- she was 
uncomfortable that Subject Ament watched her urinate. 


There is one window that looks into the detoxification cell. The window is located in the 
main hallway of the Santa Clarita Valley Station Jail. Also, the window has a metal slider 
door that covers the window to block the view into the detoxification cell when needed. 
When looking through the window, there is a clear view of the toilet. The jail’s security 
video showed Complainan SR e:o moved at 04:06:19 hours by Subject Ament 
from the front, female booking cell to the detoxification cell. At 04:06:52 hours, the jail’s 
security video (Volume 2, Exhibit D) showed Subject Ament leaning against the jail's 
main hallway wall, adjacent to the detoxification window. He looked inside the 
detoxification cell for approximately twenty-seven (27) seconds. At 04:07:57 hours, the 
jail’s security video showed ple ae pane to the main hallway from 
the detoxification cell hallway. 


Internal Affairs Bureau Sergeants Dinah Grote and Patrick Mannion interviewed Subject 
Ament on January 1, 2014. The interview was conducted at the Internal Affairs Bureau 
Office. During the interview, Subject Ament was shown the jail’s security video of the 
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station jails’ main hallway. The video was 4:06:20 hours for Subject Ament’s 
viewing. Subject Ament said n him she needed to use the 
restroom. Subject Ament said he escorted Complainant [EE to the detoxification 
cell. Subject Ament said he looked through a window into a cell occupied by male 
inmates. He said one of the male inmates was “messing around” in the cell. The 
window to the male cell (Cell #B) is located in the jail’s main hallway near the window to 
the detoxification cell (approximately eight to twelve feet apart). Subject Ament did not 
state that he ever looked into the detoxification cell window (Volume 1, IAB-AMENT #1 
Interview, pages 15-21). However, the jail’s security video clearly showed he looked 
through the window into the detoxification cell, while Sb == using the 
restroom. The jail’s security video showed Subject Ament walked away from the 
detoxification cell window and then looked through a window into a male cell (Cell #B). 
The jail’s security video showed Subject Ament logki igh this window from 
04:07:31 hours to 04:07:57 hours. a a appeared on the jail’s 
security video in the jail’s main hallway. 


Subject Ament would have no justifiable purpose to peer at Subject i = =I while she 
was seated on the toilet urinating. He should have closed the metal door attached to the 
detoxification cell window and/or not looked through the window for twenty-seven (27) 
seconds, since he knew she was inside the detoxification cell for a short time to merely 
use the restroom. His inappropriate behavior brought discredit upon himself and 
embarrassed the Department. 


female booking cell. Subject Ament then escorted Complainant to the 
Livescan Room inside the jail for fingerprinting and photographs. no jail 


curity cameras in the Livescan Room or directed to view the room. Complainant 
Diii- Subject Ament removed an IPhone from his “pocket” and entered her 
cellular pho 


e number into his “IPhone.” Subject Ament requested 
Complainan lype her name next to her number, so it was spelled correctly. 
Complainant said Subject Ament promised to assist her concerning her driving 
under the influence of alcohol arrest/criminal case (Volume 1, — 


Interview, pages 39-41). When Complainant 2s booked at Santa Clarita 
Valley Station, she was in possession of an IPhone, which was held as personal property 
and listed on her booking slip (Volume 2, Exhibit 1). 


After Complainant{iiififififlused the restroom, Subject Ament | to the front, 


During Subject Ament's first Internal Affairs Bureau interview, he stated that he did not 
enter Complainant [i cellular number into his cellular phone or provide her with 
his cellular phone number. Also, Subject Ament was asked where he kept his cellular 
phone. Subject Ament said he kept his cellular phone on the jailer’s desk underneath a 
computer, and he is not allowed to have a cellular phone inside the jail (Volume 1, 
IAB-AMENT #1 Interview, page 30). However, the jail’s security video showed 
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differently. The jail’s security camera located in the female booking cell provides a 
picture of the cell as well as the jailer's desk. The jail’s security video showed Subject 
Ament remove his cellular phone from the right breast pocket of his Class “A” uniform 
shirt, while standing next to the jailer’s desk near the front of the front, female booking cell. 
Subject Ament held the cellular phone in his right hand and appeared to be inputting 
information into the cellular phone. After thirty-nine (39) seconds, Subject Ament placed 
his cellular phone back in the right breast pocket of his Class “A” uniform. Subject 
Ament's actions were captured on the jail’s security video. 


According to cellular phone records, Subject Ament sent a text message to Complainant 

s cellular phone number, ending ini on November 13, 2012, at 0549 
hours (refer to the Court Order to Obtain Subscriber Information for Cellular Account 
ending inland subscriber information for that same account, Volume 2, Exhibit C, 
page 173). When IAB investigators confronted Subject Ament with these facts and 
asked him if he had sent Complainant [EEE text message from his account, he 
replied, “No, | did not ma'am.” IAB investigators asked Subject Ament if anyone else had 
access to his cellular phone at that time. He replied that his cellular phone was on the 
jailer’s desk. Subject Ament also stated, “Other deputies walking around, but | don't see 
them doing anything like that” (Volume 1, IAB-AMENT Interview, page 28). 


Subject Ament clearly made knowingly false statements to Internal Affairs Bureau 
investigators during this investigation concerning his possession of a cellular phone 
inside the station jail. Complainant ai Subject Ament removed an IPhone 
from his “pocket” when they were in the Livescan Room. Complainant Es 
statement coupled with the jail’s security video showing Subject Ament removing a 
cellular phone from the right breast pocket of his Class “A” uniform near the jailer’s desk at 
05:48:28 to 0:49:07 hours, and cellular phone records showing that he sent Complainant 
i: text message from his cellular p! ding in to Complainant 
Brumbach’s cellular phone number, ending ; 0549 hours, on November 13, 
2012, clearly indicates that he made knowingly false statements to IAB investigators. 
Subject Ament'’s actions were also in violation of security procedures at a station jail 
because he brought a cellular phone inside a station jail. 


Note: Department's Station Jail Manual: Security-Wireless Communication, 
“Possession of a wireless communication device, including, but not limited to, a 
cellular telephone, voice over internet protocol (VOIP) phone, or wireless internet 
device, in a secured area is prohibited.” 


During the time Subject Ament fingerprinted and photographed Complainant | 
in the Livescan Room, she said Subject Ament_made sexual innuendos and was 

flirtatious. Subject Ament asked Complainant if she wanted to make her first 
time in jail one to remember and inquired if she had a boyfriend (Volume 1, 
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cB SONGA page 37). 


Complainan ic Subject Ament continued with the booking process in the 


Livescan Room and photographed her tattoos. Subject Ament asked Complainant 
ERE she had any tattoos. Cor ces n she had four (4) tattoos: 
oot, wrist, lip, and thigh. Complainant as a large tattoo on her left leg. The 


tattoo is located below the waistline and hip area, along the side of her left leg. 
Complainant aid Subject Ament told her to pull down her pants in order to 
photograph the large tattoo. She questioned him about the need for her to pull her pants 


down. She was wearing thong underwear. She asked Spi nt, “You want me to 
pull my pants down?” He replied, “Yeah.” Complainant HI nts 
down, so the large tattoo on her left leg was visible (Volume 1, ICIB| 


Interview, pages 44-48). 


Subject Ament took a photograph of complainant leg tattoo. The 
photograph of Complainant M- leg tattoo is documented on her booking slip. 
The photograph of her leg tattoo clearly showed her pants were pulled down below her 
knees, and she was wearing underwear. Based on the location of her leg tattoo, 
photographing the tattoo required her pants to be pulled down below her knees. 
Therefore, taking the photograph exposed Complainants body in a manner, 
which was inappropriate for a male deputy to view. Based on the circumstances, a 
female deputy should have taken the photograph. 


After processing Complainan fin the Livescan Room, Subject Ament placed 
her in the detoxification cell. Complainant 2c she lied on a mattress on the 
floor inside the detoxification cell to rest. A short time later, Subject Ament returned to 
the detoxification cell and entered. Subject Ament told Complainant she was 
beautiful and asked her if nted to make her first jail experience something to 
remember. Complainant Hii. Subject Ament that she was not interested 
because she had a boyfriend and a baby. Complainan S said Subject Ament 


sat ne: mattress, and she believed he wanted to kiss or touch her (Volume 
1, ICI Interview, pages 51-52). 


Compleinar IIE sais Subject Ament sat very close to her, and their shoulders 
were touching. ey were positioned face-to-face and talking abo! iving under 
the influence of alcohol case. He then leaned toward Complainan lips with 
his lips and attempted to kiss her. Complainant cect IS advances by 
turning her ‘a him; however, Subject Ament kissed her cheek area. 
Complainant immediately stood up and backed away. Subject Ament stood 
up, apologized, and exited the cell (Volume 1, ICE EE terview, pages 
61-63). 
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Complainant HS sic Subject Ament returned to the detoxification cell 
approximately 20 to 30 minutes later. Subject Ament opened the cell door and told her 
that she could make a telephone call. As she began to exit the cell door, Subject Ament 


blocked her exit. He wrapped his right arm ar ist and pulled her body toward 
his until they were face-to-face. Complain: aid Subject Ament tried to hug 
her and said she was pretty. Complainant aid Subject Ament kissed her on 


the cheek, and she told him to stop. 


Compia inan -i< she put her hands up and attempted to push Subject Ament 
away. Subject Ament put his left hand on her right breast, over her clothing. She said 
Subject Ament manipulated her right breast with his left hand for three seconds. When 
Subject Ament was grabbing her breast, she was attempting to push him away and telling 
him to stop. fi ent removed his left hand from her right breast and grabbed 
Compan at lal right hand. Subject Ament forced the palm of her open right 
hand onto his erect penis, outside of his pants for approximately two seconds. As 
Complainant EJ leaned away and arched her back, she felt his erect penis 
pushed against her vaginal area. Complainant REE = s wearing sweatpants. 
She broke free from Subject Ament’s grasp by pushing against his chest. Subject Ament 
apologized and escorted her to the front, female, booking cell to use the telephone, at 
approximately 0515 hours. Complainant asked Subject Ament if he was 
going to assist her to get of jail, and he replied that he would do his best (Volume 1, 
ICSE nterview, pages 66-86). 


Note: There are no jail security cameras that cover the inside or outside of the 
detoxification cell, where the actions between Subject Ament and Complainant 


HE le gedly occurred. 


Subject Ament denied he ever entered the detoxification cell with Complainant 

ER sat down next to her on a mattress, or kissed her. He also denied that he 
could assist her with her criminal case. Complainant BE allegation that she was 
sexually assaulted by Subject Ament inside the detoxification cell was void of any 
physical evidence to prove or disprove the allegation. The jail's security video does not 
cover the inside or outside of the detoxification cell. Also, there were no independent 
witnesses of the incident. However, when taking into account the totality of the 
circumstances, it is more likely than not that Subject Ament inappropriately touched 
Complainant [EB nside the detoxification cell based on preponderance of the 
evidence. 


Companen +- she was released from custody at approximately 0600 
hours, and Subject Ament walked her outside the station. Subject Ament told her that he 
was going to assist her with her DUI arrest and gave her a hug on the side of her body. 
She felt the hug was awkward, and she did not return his hug. Subject Ament told 
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Complainant u- he would text her, so she would have his number and could 
contact him. The jail’s security video showed Subject Ament removed Complainant 

from the front, female booking cell at 05:51:15 hours to release her from 
custody. She was released on a promise to appear citation (Citation # 12113) at Santa 
Clarita Superior Court on January 7, 2013, concerning her DUI arrest. 


Complainant {EEE was booked at Santa Clarita Valley Station for DUI at 0310 
hours. At the time of her booking, her blood alcohol content (BAC) was 0.11%. The 
information was listed on her booking slip (Volume 2, Exhibit 1). When a person is 
arrested for driving under the influence of alcohol, he or she is not released until their BAC 
level is 0.02% or lower. A chart was posted on the jailer’s desk, which described how 
long a person remain in custody depending on their BAC (Volume 2, Exhibit J). 
Complainant i- booked at 0310 hours, and Subject Ament released her from 
custody at 0551 hours. During the first Internal Affairs Bureau interview with Subject 
Ament he was shown the BAC chart (Volume 2, Exhibit J), and asked if it looked familiar. 
Subject Ament replied, “Yes, ma'am.” However, Subject Ament said he did not use the 
chart. IAB Sergeant Grote asked Subject Ament if the arresting CHP officers told him 
that Complainant had a 0.16% BAC based on a preliminary alcohol screening 
(PAS) test in the field. Subject Ament replied, “Yes, ma'am.” Subject Ament said 
Complainant [EEE had a 0.02% BAC at the time of her release from custody 
(Volume 1, IAB-AMENT Interview #1, pages 24-26). 


Subject Ament said he released Complainant MEM: approximately 0605 hours. 
Subject Ament said, “About 6:05 | believe it was, | gave her another Breathalyzer test. 
She blew a .02%, which we're allowed to release from .02% to .00%, so | released her to 
| believe it was her [EEE (Volume 1, IAB-AMENT Interview #1, page 9). Subject 


Ament also said he gave Complainant either hot food or peanut butter and jelly 
sandwiches to help her sober up. Complainant as only in custody at Santa 
Clarita Valle! it 2 hours and 41 minutes. According to the chart and 


Complainant blood alcohol content (BAC) at the time of her booking (0.11%), 
she should have remained in custody for at least 5 hours and 30 minutes. Therefore, 
Subject Ament released a DUI suspect (Complainant [i nearly three (3) hours 
early. Also, according to Subject Ament, he believed she had a BAC level of 0.16%, 
which would require her to remain in custody for eight (8) hours. Subject Ament’s 
actions showed that he failed to follow proper procedures when releasing a driving under 
the influence of alcohol suspect 


Note: Based on the chart (Volume 2, Exhibit J), the estimated time release for 
intoxicated persons with a 0.16% BAC is eight hours. With 0.12%, it is six hours 
and 0.10% is five hours. 


Complainant [EEE vas released from custody at Santa Clarita Valley Station on 
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November 13, 2012, at approximately 0600 hours. When she was released from 
custody and turned on her cellular phone (ending in , she saw she had a text 
message from Subject Ament's cellular phone, endin: The text message read, 
“So, do | get to see you later?” Complainant rep ied, “Of course” (Volume 2, 
Exhibit C, pages 31-89). She only corresponded with Subject Ament because she 
wanted assistance with hi iminal case. Subject Ament also gave her a secondary 
phone number (ending in to use. Complinan a oc Subject Ament sent 
her two photographs of himself, and she sent him two photographs of herself clothed. 


Subject Ament’s Department Employee Personal Information Form (SH-AD-91A), listed a 
home phone number TT volume 2, Exhibit B). From November 13, 
2012, at 0602 hours, to November 18, 2012, at 1800 hours, there were seven actual listed 
call/text messages exchanged between Subject Ament's cellular phone ending info 
Complainant M: cellular phone ending in Breier to the Court Order to 
Obtain Subscriber Information for Cellular Account ending in| ind subscriber 
information for that same account, Volume 2, Exhibit C, pages 149 and 151-220). 


From November 14, 2012, to November 17, 2! re were 18 cal ages 
from Subject Ament's cellular phone, ending — Mn c cellular 
phone ending inf refer to the Court Order to Obtain Subscriber Information for that 
same account, Volume 2, Exhibit C, pages 150 and 221-225). On November 13, 
-07 pm, text messaged exchanges between Subject Ament and Complainant 
in which Subject Ament’s text message read that he kissed Complainant 
The text message read, “Well | def want more kisses... Ur lips were 

amazing.” Complainant plied “Oh were they..? He replied, “Yup... 
Totally. U still looked hot...” Complainant EE replied, “Awe. Thanks.:p.” Subject 
Ament then replied, “Just letting u know... That was the first time | ever did anything like 
that” (Volume 2, Exhibit C, page 39). 


Subject Ament also asked Complainant a. send him naked pictures of herself, 
but she refused. During a text message exchange between Subject Ament and 
Complainant —: November 13, 2012, at 11:27 pm, he explained that he had 
two cellular phones and the reason. The text message from Subject Ament’s cellular 
phone, ending in i to Complain cellular phone, ending in| 

read, “Send them to my other phn..| Complainant replied, 
“Why do you have two phones? My wrists are bruised from the stupid cuffs.” Subject 
Ament replied, “Those are hot... This is my personal and the other is my work. I’m ona 
specialized team so | get a work phn. My personal phn doesn’t work in the station 
sometimes” (Volume 2, Exhibit C, pages 47-48). 


Complainan {i saic she kept in contact with Subject Ament after her release 
from custody through text messages and phone calls because she believed he could 
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assist her with her DUI arrest/case. She stopped texting Subject Ament once she 


learned he had all. who was the [J of Subject Ament’ Complainant 
said she received a text message approximately five days after her release 
from custody from a woman who said she was Subject Ament’ Complainant 


GEE alied Subject Aments M on-Empioyee Witnes 

explain her relationship with Subject Ament. Complainant 

that she had been arrested for DUI, and Subject Ame jailer at Santa Clarita 

Valley Station, where she was booked. Complainant xplained to Witness 
at Subject Ament had kissed and fondled her, while she was in custody at the 

Santa Clarita Valley Station jail. 


Witness fd visea Complainant i she should make a complaint about 


Subject Ament's behavior to Sheriff's Department officials. During Witness, 
ject Ament's former 


interview wi igators, she said tha 
and they rod When they wer: she found e-mails and text 
ictures of Subject Ament on their home computer that were sent to Complaina 

naa She said the e-mail account belonged to Subject Ament. vine A 

then sent a text message to Com a inquired about her relationship 

with Subject Ament. Wines confronted Subject Ament about his 

relationship with Complainan According to Witness Subject Ament 

told her that the only reason he was texting or talking to Comptia < 

because he knew her uncle. Subject Ament denied Complainant 

ions that he kissed and fondled her inside the station jail. Shortly itness 
onfronted Subject Ament about his relationship with n 
moved out of their home and they separated (Volume 1, ICIB| Interview, ~~ 
1-33). 


Subject Ame; nied he sent a text message from his cellular phone ending n- 
Complainant on the morning of her release (November 13, 2012) at 

hours. He said his cellular phone was kept on the jailer’s desk, but he did not text her. 
Subject Ament said the text messages that were exchanged between “Joe” (cellular 
phone numbe EEE and Compiainan talking about her jail 
experience, “dispatch,” and possible termination of his avior was not him. Refer to 
the E.M. shift in-service dated November 14, 2012, which reflected that Subject Ament 
worked and was assigned to Complaint | (Volume 2, Exhibit H). 


Subject Ament also denied having an alternate phone number ending infor an 
alternate e-mail account listed as He said unknown person(s) 
used his cellular phone number, ending i to open the alternate phone account. 


Per Google, the alternate cellular pl Has created on May 30, 
2012, under a subscriber name of a SMS (Short Message 
Service) # ending ini The SMS number ts also commonly referred to as a text 
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message. The computer used to create the Google account is an IP (Internet protocol) 


address registered to the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department with an e-mail listed 
BL senso camel Refer to Google’s Subscriber Information Sheet (Volume 2, 
Exhibit C, page . During an audit by Data Systems Bureau, they were unable to 
determine the exact location and/or Department computer used to create the Google 
e-mail aaa res 


Subject Ament said he did not have an e-mail account named “joedirt” or have a “shadow” 
phone account ending in Subject Ament said after his review of the text messages 
he realized someone must have opened an account using his personal information. He 
was unsure if he should or could do anything. He said he would report the theft of his 
identity to the Sheriff's Department. However, as of May 15, 2014, Subject Ament has 
not reported the alleged identity theft to the Sheriff's Department (Volume 1, IAB-AMENT 
Interview #2, page 25). The evidence in this case supports the charge that he 
communicated via calls/text messages with Complainant immediately after 
and for five (5) days after her release from custody. His actions violated the 
Department's policy on fraternization and prohibited associations. _In addition, Subject 
Ament denied sending text messages or contacting Complainan fter she 
was released from custody. Subject Ament made these denials when he was 
interviewed by IAB investigators concerning this case. The evidence in this case 
supports the charge that he knowingly made false statements during the Department 
internal investigation. 


On January 14, 2014, Subject Ament was interviewed by IAB Sergeants Dinah Grote and 
Patrick Mannion concerning this investigation. They showed Subject Ament the 
Admonition Rights for Sworn and Non-Sworn Subjects Form (Volume 2, Miscellaneous 
Documents). Sergeant Grote directed Subject Ament to read the form and check off the 
boxes. Sergeant Grote also told Subject Ament that he was being ordered not to speak 
about the case to anyone other than his designated representative until the conclusion of 
the investigation. Sergeant Grote asked Subject Ament if he understood the order. 
Subject Ament said, “Yes, ma'am” (Volume 1, I|AB-AMENT #1 Interview, pages 1-3). 
Subject Ament refused to sign the Admonition Rights for Sworn and Non-Sworn Rights 
Form at the advice of his counsel. During the interview, Subject Ament was represented 
by Mitchell Kander an attorney with Green & Shinee. During the course of their 
investigation following their interview with Subject Ament on January 14, 2014, IAB 
Sergeants Grote and Mannion learned that Subject Ament had discussed details of this 
investigation with Non-Employee ines o Witness ias not a 
direct participant in the case; however, she interjected herself into the case in an attempt 
to provide Subject Ament support. 


On May 15, 2014, IAB Sergeants Grote and Mannion conducted a second interview with 
Subject Ament conceming this investigation. During the interview, Sergeant Mannion 


| 
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asked Subject Ament if there was something about the Admonition Rights for Sworn and 
Non-Sworn Subjects Form that he did not understand about not discussing the facts of 
the investigation with anyone. Subject Ament said. “No, sir.” Subject Ament admitted 
to discussing details of the case with Witnes S fcr being ordered by IAB 
investigators not to discuss with anyone other than his designated representative 
(Volume 1, IAB-AMENT #2 Interview, pages 20-21). Therefore, Subject Ament's 
actions constitute insubordination or refusal to act as directed by a supervisor or higher 
ranking personnel. 


Review of Applicable Guidelines for Discipline Sections: 
The Department's Guidelines for Discipline lists the following analogous misconduct with 
associated disciplinary penalties: 


1. General Behavior, 3-10/030.05 Written Reprimand to Discharge 
-Conduct on or off duty which causes 
embarrassment to the Department 


2. Performance to Standards, 3-01/050.01 Written Reprimand to Discharge 
-The failure to conform to work standards established 
for the member's rank or position 


3. Obedience to Laws, Regulations, and Orders, 3-01/030.10 10 Days to Discharge 
-Insubordination or refusal to act as directed by supervisor 
or higher ranking personnel 


4. Making False Statements, 3-01/040.75 25 Days to Discharge 
-Knowingly giving untruthful or misleading statements 
during internal investigation 


5. Fraternization and Prohibited Associations, 3-01/050.85 Discharge 
-Fraternization with an inmate 
-Prohibited association with person(s) of a notorious 
reputation in the community 


Assessment of Mitigating and Aggravating Factors: 
Severity of Infraction: 


The violations are deemed serious, and his behavior conflicts with the Department's Core 
Values. Subject Ament's behavior caused embarrassment to the Department. His 
actions ultimately led to an allegation of sexual battery, and the need for an Internal 
Criminal Investigations Bureau criminal monitor. 
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Intent, Truthfulness, and Acceptance of Responsibility: 
Subject Ament was not forthright in his answers. He knowingly made false statements 


during the Department internal investigation. Furthermore, he did not accept 
responsibility for his actions. 


Degree of Culpability: 
Subject Ament bears the sole responsibility for his conduct. 


Past Performance/Disciplinary History: 


Subject Ament's Department hire date was July 21, 2007. He was assigned to Santa 
Clarita Valley Station on August 7, 2011. 


Date of Incident Manual Section Discipline 


Disposition: 


Based upon the attached assessment of mitigating and aggravating facts, the following 
discipline has been determined to be appropriate. This discipline is subject to revision 
upon receipt of Subject Ament's response or grievance. 
X Discharge 
Reduction in Rank 


Suspension with loss of pay and benefits for days. 
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Written Reprimand 


No discipline recommended 


INVESTIGATIVE 
SUMMARY 


INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY 
IAB# 1V2324547 
DIVISION/UNIT: North Patrol Division/Santa Clarita Station 
DATE: November 13, 2012, approximately 0330 hours, Tuesday 
LOCATION: 23740 Magic Mountain Parkway, Valencia, CA. 91355 
Santa Clarita Station Jail 
SUBJECT: Joseph Ament, Deputy Sheriff Generalist, p= 
ALLEGATIONS: 


This case pertained to allegations that Deputy Joseph Ament, #E while on-duty, 
made sexual comments and kissed a newly booked, in-custody female. It is also 
alleged that Deputy Ament texted the female immediately upon her release from 
custody. (Manual of Policy and Procedures, sections 3-01/030.05; General Behavior 
and 3-01/050.90; Fraternization and Prohibited Associations.) 


SYNOPSIS: 

On November 13, 2012, Comp aina I 2: arrested by officers from 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) for driving under the influence of alcohol. The officers 
transported and booked Complainant {Ft the Santa Clarita Sheriff Station jail 
with a 0.11 % Blood Alcohol Content (BAC). 


After CHP left and prior to being fingerprinted, Complainan {EE requested to use 
the bathroom, so Deputy Ament removed her from the front booking cell and walked her 
to the sober tank/cell. After Complainan' entered the bathroom and used the 
toilet, she saw Subject Ament looking at her through the glass window. After her use of 
the bathroom she was returned to the front booking cell. 


During the process of fingerprinting and photographs, Complainant ic the 
jailer, Subject Deputy Joseph Ament, entered her cellular phone number into his cellular 
phone. He then requested that she type her name next to her number so that it was 
spelled correctly, promising to assist her with her DUI arrest/criminal case. Subject 
Ament denied he had his phone with him, stating Complainantdelayed the 
fingerprinting process because she talked about her arrest/criminal case and wanted to 
know the court process. 
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Complainant EEE tated Subject Ament made sexual comments to her and was 
flirtatious toward her during the process, which Subject Ament denied. 


After being fingerprinted, Subject Ament took Complainant [Eo the sober 
holding tank/cell as a courtesy to her uncle who is a fireman with the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department, instead of placing her inside the female holding cell. 


Complainan fa was lying on the floor resting when Subject Ament returned a 
short time later. Subject Ament opened the sober tank door and entered the cell. He 
then told her she was beautiful and asked her if she wanted to make her first jail 
experience something to remember as he sat down next to her on the mattress. 


As they talked about her arrest, Subject Ament leaned toward her lips with his lips and 
attempted to kiss her. Comps MM or head, which caused Subject 
Ament to kiss her cheek area. Complainan immediately stood up and 

backed away. Subject Ament stood up, apologized, and promised to check on her later. 


Approximately 30 minutes later, Subject Ament returned and told her she could use the 
telephone. As she exited the door, Subject Ament stood in front of her and blocked her 
exit. He wrapped his right arm around her waist and pulled her body toward his until 
they stood face to face and placed his hands on her hips. Subject Ament removed his 
left hand from her right hip, placed it on her right breast, rubbed and manipulated it, 
while he simultaneously leaned forward to kiss her mouth. 


Complainan {EEE turned her head away from him. However, he successfully 
kissed the left side of her upper lip and cheek with his open mouth. She told him that 


she wanted to make her phone call, but h l ait and pulled her closer, while he 
leaned in to kiss her again. Complainan told him “no” and pushed his chest. 


Subject Ament removed his left hand from her right breast and grabbed Complainant 
HER Fight hand. He then forced the palm of her open right hand onto his erect 
penis, outside of his pants. As Compain n c= away and arched her 
back, she felt Subject Ament's erect penis pushed against her vaginal area. 


Complainan {pulled her hand from Subject Ament's grasp and pushed 
against Subject Ament's chest which allowed her to break free from his grasp of her 
right hand. Subject Ament again apologized and walked her to the front holding cell to 
use the telephone. 


Complainant EE then called her i Non-Employee Witness 


to get a ride home. Prior to being released from custody, Complainan sal 
Subject Ament told her that he would assist her with her criminal DUI case. 
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After her release, Complainant Hi: he started to receive text messages 


from Subject Ament’s cellular phone (ending i and she only corresponded with 
him because she wanted help with e. She said Subject Ament gave her a 
secondary phone number (ending in to use. She said Subject Ament sent her 


two photographs of himself and she sent him two photographs of herself, clothed. 


A day or so after Complainant s release from custody, she was contacted by 
Non-Employee Witness who asked re a why she was texting 


her| Subject Ament. She explained to Witnes: hat she met Subject 
Ament whi e was in custody and that they “made out’ in the jail. She also told 
Witness that she planned to ri bject Ament's inappropriate actions to the 
Sheriffs Department, which Wines ills aco with. 


On November 18, 2012, Complainant S= c0 the Santa Clarita Sheriff's 
Station and spoke to Lieutenant Tom Bryski about Subject Ament's actions during her in 
custody jail time. Lieutenant Bryski submitted a memorandum and requested an 
investigation into the allegations. Refer to Lieutenant Bryski’s telephone interviews and 
transcripts of Complainani presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit A, in the case 
book. 


On November 19, 2012, a Request for an Internal Affairs Bureau Investigation 
memorandum was submitted. 


On November 20, 2012, Subject Ament was relieved of duty at home. Refer to Subject 
Ament's Relieved of Duty Admonition, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit B, in the case 
book. 


On January 25, 2013, Internal Affairs Bureau's (IAB) Lieutenant Michael Berg and 
Lieutenant Victor Lewandowski interviewed Complainant They believed a 
possible sexual battery crime occurred and the case was referred to Internal Criminal 
Investigations Bureau (ICIB) and investigated criminally. 


On August 28, 2013, the case was submitted to the Justice System Integrity Division 
(JSID) of the Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office. 


On October 3, 2013, Deputy District Attorney Rosa Alarcon declined to file because it 
did not meet JSID's filing criteria. The case was referred to the Santa Clarita District 
Attorney’s Office for consideration a of a misdemeanor filing for sexual battery. 


On October 4, 2013, Deputy District Attorney Alarcon forwarded the case to Deputy 
District Attorney Jeff Gootman at the Santa Clarita District Attorney's Office, for review. 
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On October 29, 2013, Deputy District Attorney Gootman rejected the case based on 
insufficient evidence to convince a jury of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. Refer to 
ICIB’s Report, the District Attorney's Charge Evaluation Work Sheet, and Department 
Memorandums regarding the criminal disposition located in the ICIB case book, 
presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 28A through 28E, in the IAB case book. 


Subject Joseph Ament denied he kiss, fondled or grabbed Complainant a... 
she was in custody. He denied he watched Comple ro ie she urinated 
in the sober tank/cell. He did not text Complainan| r send pictures of 
himself with his cellular phone, and that someone must have pulled his picture off his 


ok page and sent the photographs. He said his | Witness IEE 

es texted Complainant trom his phone, which she denied doing. 
IAB Note: In Witness lls interview, she said she became suspicious 
of Subject Ament and checked his electronic mail (e-mail) account and 
saw that Subject Amen texting and sending photographs of 
himself to Complain fill Refer to her statements, listed in 
Volume 1, as under Transcribed Interviews — Non-Employee 
Witnesses, section of the case book. 


Subject Ament stated the reason Complainant made these allegations 
against him was because he would not release her early. 


Subject Ament also denied having an alternate phone account ending mo O an 
alternate e-mail account listed [es said unknown person(s) 
used his cellular phone number, ending i to open the alternate phone account. 


IAB Note: Per Google, the alternate cellular phone account ending in 
Gas created on May 30, 2012, under a subscriber name of 
| with a SMS (Short Message Service) # ending in| The 

SMS is also commonly known and referred to as a text message, which is 
a short message consisting of 160 characters or less. The computer used 
to create the Google Account is an IP (Internet protocol) address 
registered to the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department with an e-mail 
address listed For further, refer to Google’s 
Subscriber Information sheet, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, page 
284. 


IAB Note: In an audit check by Senior Information Systems Analyst 
Matthew Chen, ÆN from Data Systems Bureau, stated they 
were unable to determine the exact location and/or Department computer 
that was used to create the Google e-mail address, 

|. For ICIB’s complete investigative summary, refer 
to their case book, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 1 
through 28E, located in the IAB case book. 
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On April 22, 2014, Chief Jacques A. La Berge, received an electronic mail (e-mail) from 
who stated she had possible additional information to provide. Ms. 
a a group of three unknown women talking in a restaurant about an 
unknown deputy who was “fired”. One of the women made comments that she offered 
the deputy a “blow job” and other sexual favors, but the deputy declined the offers. For 
further, refer to the e-mail, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit K, located in the IAB 
case book. 


COMPLAINANT’S STATEMENTS: 


Complainant HE <<< the Santa Clarita Sheriffs Station on November 
18, 2012, and spoke to Watch Commander Lieutenant Tom Bryski regarding her 
contact with a Deputy “Joe” (Ament) after her arrest by California Highway Patrol (CHP) 
officers on November 13, 2012. 


W WE Deputy Ament made sexual comments, flirted and kissed her on 
her lips during the booking process. She said that upon her release from custody, 
Deputy Ament texted her approximately 20-30 times. When she threatened to report 
him, Deputy Ament stopped texting her. For further, refer to the CD containing 
Complain aa telephone calls and transcripts, presented in Volume 2, as 
Exhibit A, and the exchanged texts located in the Internal Criminal Investigations 
Bureau’s (ICIB) case book, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 31-89, in this 
case book. 


On January 25, 2013, Complainant vas interviewed at her residence 
by Internal Affairs Bureau's Lieutenant Michael Berg and Lieutenant Victor 
Lewandowski from North County Correctional Facility, which was summarized by 
Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) investigators and included in their criminal 
case book, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 4 through 5. Below is a 
summary of the interview. For Ms. [Es complete statements, refer to |AB’s 
audio files and/or the transcribed interview, provided in the Internal Criminal 
Investigations Bureau’s (ICIB) case book, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 
91-142, in this case book. 


Compain an fi te that she was arrested for Driving under the Influence 
(DUI) by officers trom the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and transported to the Santa 
Clarita Sheriff's Station for booking. Upon her arrival in the jail, Complainan 


said Subject Ament tilted his head toward her, raised his eyebrows upward and gave 
her a look as if to “check” her out. 
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After the CHP officers lert, she was placed in a holding cell wiuı another female who 
was passed out. She said during this time frame, Subject Ament began talking to her 
on a personal level and offered to assist her with her DUI arrest, so she provided 
Subject Ament with her personal cellular phone number after he offered to help her with 
her DUI arrest. 


Complainant [EEE said Subject Ament placed her in a large cell while she waited 
to be fingerprinted and photographed. During this time, she alleged Subject Ament 
visited her several times. On one occasion, he kissed her on her mouth. On another 
occasion, he squeezed her breast and forced her hand onto the front of his pants where 
she felt his erect penis. 


After conpsinen fi released from custody, she received text messages 
from Subject Ament and maintained a relationship with him through phone calls and text 
messages. Several days after her arrest, Com icin S -< contacted by a 
female who claime ject Ament Min ended her relationship with 
Subject Ament. el A filed a complaint at Santa Clarita Sheriff's Station 


alleging she had been kissed and touched inappropriately by Subject Ament. 


On March 21, 2013, Como a na ne B+- interviewed by Sergeant 
| Raymond Moeller from Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB). 


Below is a summary of their statements. For their complete summarized statements, 
refer to the ICIB case book, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 5 through 16. 
For Ms. — complete statements, refer to [AB’s audio files and/or the 
transcribed interview, listed in Volume 1, under Transcriptions-Complainant, section 
of the case book. 


Complainant A stated she was arrested by CHP for driving under the influence 
of alcohol, her blood alcohol content was .09% and she was booked at the Santa Clarita 
Jail. Approximately one hour after she entered the jail and prior to being fingerprinted or 
photographed, she said her contact with Subject Ament began when she requested to 
use the bathroom. 


Subject Ament removed her from the holding cell near the front jail area and took her to 
a large holding cell that had a small window and a bathroom (sober tank/cell). She said 
Subject Ament left her in the holding cell without closing or securing the door. She 
waited until Subject Ament walked away before using the toilet. As she urinated, she 
saw Subject Ament looking at her through a small window. Although she felt Subject 
Ament did nothing wrong, Compain an A =- uncomfortable that Subject 
Ament watched her urinate. 
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IAB Note: For further, refer t iaj curity video (Volume 2, Exhibit 
D), that showed Complainani eing moved at 0406:19 hours by 
Subject Ament from the front booking cell to the sober tank. At 0406:52 
hours, it showed Subject Ament leaned against the hallway wall, adjacent 
to the sober tank window, and looked inside the sober tank window 


approximately 27 seconds. At 04:07:57 hours, it shows Complainant 
BE -in to the main hallway from the sober tank hallway. 


Also, refer to photographs of the Santa Clarita Sheriff's Jail area and a 
sketch of the sober tank provided by Deputy Ronald Ducat proes from 
Scientific Services Bureau, presented in the ICIB case book, listed in 
Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 230-250. 


After eeun DA using the bathroom, Deputy Ament took her back 
to the holding tank near the front jail area. A short time later, Subject Ament removed 
Compain an rom the front holding cell and took her to another room for 
photographs and fingerprinting. 


During the process of fingerprinting and photographs, Subject Ament engaged in 
conversation with her. She said Subject Ament asked her if the cellular phone booked 
into her property was hers. She told him the cellular phone was hers and asked him 
why he asked. Subject Ament removed an “iPhone” from his pocket and asked her for 
her cellular phone number stating her could help her with her DUI arrest and get her out 
of trouble. 


With the pre ing Subject Ament assist her with her DUI arrest/case, 
S fill Subject Ament her cellular phone number ending in i 
and watched him enter the number into his cellular phone. He then handed 

Complain an A his phone and asked her to enter her name with the correct 
spelling next to her phone number, which she complied with. 


Complainant EB = i- Subject Ament continued with the booking process and 
photographed her tattoos. She said she was told to pull down her pants in order to 
photograph a tattoo located below the waistline and hip area, along the side of her leg. 
After Subject Ament took the photograph of her leg, he told Complainant e 
was taking her back to the holding cell at the front jail area. 


i: was another female in the front holding cell that made Complainant 

she asked Subject Ament if she could be housed by herself. Subject Ament 
agreed and took Complainan [EEE to the sober tank where he gave her a 
mattress and blanket. He locked the door and told her he would return later to check on 
her. 
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Complainant a she was lying on the floor resting when Subject Ament 
returned a short time later. Subject Ament opened the sober tank door and entered the 
cell. She said Subject Ament looked at her and told her she was beautiful as he walked 
toward her in a confident, cocky manner. Subject Ament asked her if she wanted to 
make her first jail experience something to remember and then sat next to her on the 
mattress. As they talked about her arrest, Subject Ament moved toward her and they 
sat next to one another with their bodies touching shoulder to shoulder. 


After a few minutes of conversation, Subje: ned toward her lips with his lips 
and attempted to kiss her, but Compleinc lll her head at which time 
Subject Ament kissed her cheek area. Complainan {iii mmediately stood up 
and backed away. Subject Ament stood up, apologized and asked her if he made her 
nervous. She replied “very” and Subject Ament walked out of the cell, promising to 
check on her later. 


Approximately 30 minutes later, Subject Ament returned and told her she could use the 
telephone. As she exited the door, Subject Ament stood in front of her and blocked her 
exit. He wrapped his right arm around her waist and pulled her body toward his until 
they stood face to face and placed his hands on her hips. Subject Ament removed his 
left hand from her right hip, placed it on her right breast, rubbed and manipulated the 
breast for approximately three seconds and simultaneously leaned forward to kiss her 
on her mouth. 


Compain an Rne her head away from him. However, he successfully 
kissed the left side of her upper lip and cheek with his open mouth for approximately 


one second. As he held her, Subject Ament said something to her, but she was 
distraught and did not recall what was said. She told him that she wanted to make her 
phone call, but he told her wait and pulled her closer. Complainant cane 
back until she was against the wall, placed her hands in front of her upper body and told 
Subject Ament “no.” 


Subject Ament leaned into her face at which time Complainant EEE placed her 
hands on his chest and began to push him away. Subject Ament removed his left hand 
from her right breast and grabbed Complainant as right hand. He then forced 
the palm of her open right hand onto his erect penis, outside of his pants for 
approximately two seconds. As Complainant =e away and arched her 
back, she felt Subject Ament's erect penis pushed against her vaginal area. 


Complainant B pulled her hand from Subject Ament’s grasp and pushed 
against Subject Ament's chest which allowed her to break free from his grasp of her 
right hand. Subject Ament then apologized and walked her to the front holding cell to 
use the telephone at approximately 0515 hours. She asked Subject Ament if he was 
going to help her get out gofiai e replied by saying “he would do his best.” 
Regarding Comolli (2) calls from the jail, refer to the CD, presented in 


Volume 2, as Exhibit E, in the case book. 
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IAB Note: There were no cameras which covered the inside or outside of 
the Sober Cell where Com lainan {i was held and where the 
actions betwee EM ar Ament allegedly occurred. 


Complainan stated she was released from custody at approximately 0600 
hours and Subject Ament walked her outside. He told her he was going to help her with 
her DUI arrest and gave her a hug on the side of her body, which she felt was awkward. 
She said she did not return his hug. Subject Ament also told her that he would text her 
so that she would have his number and be able to contact him. For further, refer to the 
jail’s security video (Volume 2, Exhibit D), which shows Subject Ament removing 
Complains ima on the front booking cell at 05:51:15. 


IAB Note: ICIB investigators asked Complainant {EEE eb out several 
discrepancies from her initial statement to IAB and statements she made 
to them (ICIB). She explained to ICIB investigators that in her initial 
interview with Lieutenants Berg and Lewandowski, she felt awkward and 
uncomfortable because her father was in the back bedroom with 

her child and her mother disrupted their interview. She said that since the 
incident and the time between both interviews, she had either forgotten a 
lot or did not remember. 


Upon being released from custody, Complainant A | -c< on her cellular phone 
(ending wa and saw she had a text message from Subject Ament’s cellular phone 
ending in The text read, “So, do | get to see you later?" Comainn i 
replied, “Of course.” For further regarding their text exchanges, refer to the ase 


book, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 31-89, or CD containing the 
messages, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit F, in this case book. 


IAB Note: From November 13, 2012, at 0602 hours, to November 18, 
2012, 1800 hours, there were seven actual listed call/text messages 
exchanges between Subject Ament's cellular phone, ending in B- 
Complainant N cellular phone, ending r o further, 
refer to the Court Order to Obtain Subscriber Information for Cellular 
Account ending in Aen: Subscriber Information for that same 
account, Volume 2, Exhibit C, pages 149, and 151-220 (Item # 467, 513, 
514, 517, 518, 578 and 579). 


IAB Note: The actual amount of usage or “bytes” used to exchange 
text messages for Subject Ament’s cellular phone ending in #| re 
included in Volume 2, Exhibit C, starting on page 161. 
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Complainan EEE clieved she and Subject Ament were going to talk because he 
told her he was going to help her with her DUI arrest and get the charges reduced. She 
admitted the exchange of text messages were mutually playful and flirtatious because 
she thought he was going to help her with her arrest charge. She denied that she was 
going to meet up or go outwith Subiect Ament because she already had a D 
(Non-Employee willl Subject Ament provided her with an additional 
cellular phone number ending in]jnd told her she could contact him at this 
additional number. 


IAB Note: From November 14, 2012 to November 17, 2012, there were 
18 calls/text messages from Subject Ament’s cellular phone, ending in 
o Complainan {iii cellular phone, ending in #{ Refer 
to the Court Order to Obtain Subscriber Information for Cellular Account 
ending in u Z Subscriber Information for that same account, 
Volume 2, Exhibit C, pages 150 and 221-225. 


Subject Ament sent her two photographs of himself and she admitted she sent him two 
photographs of herself. Subject Ament r at she send him nude photographs 
of herself, but she refused. Complainant RM <-i- she was “dumb” and 
continued to text Subject Ament because she believed he could get her out of trouble 
(DUI arrest/case). 


Complainant O OE she built a rapport with Subject Ament and 
reciprocated a flirtatious demeanor with him because she wanted to take advantage of 
his help regarding her DUI arrest/case. She stopped being flirtatious with him once he 
became physical ied to kiss her. She stopp! i ject Ament when she 
learned he had T cscs wines ill the M oí his 


(Subject Ament's 


Compiaina il ended up calling Witness B nc explained her contact with 
Subject Ament and his actions toward her while she was in custody. She said Witness 
BEB o.r20c1 her to report Subject d ions to the Sheriff's Department. 
After a few days of thought, Complainan’ said she called the Santa Clarita 
Sheriff's Station on November 18, 2012 and reported the incident. 


A tate that on November 19, 2012, she received a telephone call from 
Witness{iiJwho told her that Subi ment had his badge and gun taken away, 
and was relieved of duty. ME Complai on E - withdraw her 
complainant and tell the Department that she eo a mistake, claiming it 
was all a misunderstanding. 


After Complainan| told Witnes EE that she was not going to withdraw her 
complaint, Witnes: became rude toward her, so she a the 


conversation and has not spoken to Witness BE ince. 
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Complainant] did not believe the investigation into this incident would grow 
and she regretted that she waited so long to report it. She said a few things prevented 
her from initially reporting the incident. Such as Subject Ament telling her he could get 
in trouble with work, he had a wife and kids, coupled with her belief that he could help 
her with her DUI arrest/case. 


Complainant EEE centifiea Subject Ament in a “six-pack” photographic line-up. 
For further, refer to her selection in the ICIB criminal case book, presented in Volume 2, 
as Exhibit C, pages 144-145, in the case book. 


IAB Note: ICIB investigators randomly interviewed other potential 
victims/witnesses. The women could not provide any additional 
information. For further, refer to their audiotaped interviews, presented in 
Volume 2, as Exhibit G, in the case book. 


On May 20, 2014, Comptainan{ ë ë os telephonically interviewed by 
Sergeant Dinah Grote from Internal Affairs Bureau. Below is a summary of her 
statements. For her complete verbatim statements, refer to [AB’s audio files and/or her 
transcribed interview, listed in Volume 1, under Transcriptions-Complainant-IAB 
Interview, section of the case book. 


Complainant stated that when she was arrested by the California Highway 
Patrol, her B ood Alcohol Content) was .09%. When she arrived at Santa Clarita 
Sheriff's Station, Subject Ament introduced himself as “Deputy Joe.” 


During the fingerprinting/photographing process, Subject Ament asked for her phone 
number stating he could help her with her criminal case. He gave her his cellular phone 
and she entered her information into his phone with the purpose of him helping her. 


While in custody, she did not offer Subject Ament sexual favors, sex, or a “blow job.” 
She stated she is a conservative person and that she would not use that verbiage. She 
admitted that she kissed Subject Ament when he kissed her, but she did not offer him 
any sexual favors. 


location where Ms. eard a conversation) in Canyon Country and frequented it 
often with friends, very likely in October 2013. She denied she spoke about her arrest 
in that environment and with her friends. She said she might have mentioned her in 
custody situation with the deputy, but it would have been done in a private environment 
and not in public. She denied she talked about “getting a deputy fired.” Her only 
knowledge was that Subject Ament had his gun taken away, but not fired. 


Ms. Hate: that fo: recently, she lived near an In-N-Out burger (same 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 11 of 22 IAB# 1V2324547 


- YEE WITNESSES STATEMENTS: 
ri oos M 


On March 21, 2013, Witness a interviewed by Sergeant 

and Raymond Moeller trom Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau. Below is 
a summary of their interview. For /C/B’s complete summary, refer to the ICIB case 
book, presented in Volume 2, Exhibit C, pages 16-18, in the case book. For his 
verbatim statements, refer to IAB’s audio files. 


Witness | stated he is Complainant Es ond he picked her 
up from the Santa Clarita Sheriff's Station after she was released from custody. When 
they arrived home, Complainant BE oi ccc her cellular phone into the charger 
because the battery was dead. Immediately after being plugged in, Complainant 

s cellular phone received a text message. 


Witness IEE asked Complainant [Eo sent her a text. Ms. o 
Witness Bhat she met a deputy at the station who took her number and was 
going to help her get out of her DUI arrest. He did not know the deputy’s name and 
believed it was the only text Complainant a received from the deputy. 


A couple of days later, Witness said Complainant eceived a text 


message fro! amed Non-Witness Employee telling 
Complainant o stop texting her (deputy). He point, he then 
learned the deputy had inappropriately touched Complainan| while she was 
in custody at the jail. Witness -couraged Complainant lo report the 


incident to the Sheriff's Department. 


Wives MMM ae ject Ament's| Witness was initially 


upset at —— | When Witnes: learned of the allegations she 
sided with Complainant Mand also encouraged her to report the 
incident to the Sheriff's Department. H id Complainant later received a 
forwarded text message from Witness hich had been sent to her (| from 
Subject Ament, The message read something to the effect that he (Ament) could not 
live without hi: nd and he was going on a drinking binge. He said BE then 
texted Complainant which read, “This is what you did.” He stated that 
Complainan {ind Witness [ho longer communicate with each other. 


FEW DOB. 

n April 3, 2013, Witness as interviewed by Sergeants 
and Raymond Moeller from Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau. Below is a 
summary of their interview. For ICIB’s complete summary, refer to the ICIB case book, 
Exhibit C, pages 19-22, in the case book. For her verbatim statements, refer to [AB’s 
audio files or her transcripts, listed in Volume 1, under Transcriptions- Non-Employee 
Witness, ICIB Interview, in the case book. 
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Witnes ST tated Subject Ament is her ana E: ay, EER 
i= ey ha 


She said as a result of the allegations, they are no longer a 
been nd she caught him sending text messages, e-mails and 
photographs of himself to another woman from their home computer. She confronted 
Subject Ament and he denied corresponding with anyone. 


Based on past history of Subject Ament talking with other women, Witnes i 
became suspicious. She looked through their computer and discovered e-mails, text 
messages and photographs, which were sent to Complainant [ii cellular 
phone. Witness stimated that one hundred text messages had been exchanged 
between Subject Ament and Complainan 


Witness sent Complainan text message identifying herself as 
Subject Ame E sking ho she was and how long she had been 
texting Subject Ament. Complainant {told her she had been arrested earlier 


in the week and explained that she met Subject Ament when he was the jailer at Santa 
Clarita Sheriffs Station. 


Witnessfifconfronted Complainant bout the tex she sent 
Subject Ament and the extent of their relationship. Compleinant lll isc 
that she did not know Subject Ament had -B -i that she EEE “hooked 
up Wit bin "She told Witness Ahat: Subject Ament came on to her sexually while 
she i: in jail. 


Complainant continued to tell Witness M hat Subject Ament told her 
en he was going to where there were no jail surveillance 
cameras. [EEE told wines fll ‘ney M Ament) had “made 
out” in the back of a jail cell on more than one occ: i BE cornice to 
kissing and making out with Subject Ament, but denied there had been any other 
physical contact such as touching or sex. 


Witness ie: she eventually received a telephone Complainant EE and 
they spoke about Subject Ame: ire incident. She said Complainant 
HEE o-c her that she was going to report Subject Ament's 
inappropriate actions to the Sheriff's Department. Witness MANo c her it was her 
s) decision and agreed that the incident should be reported. 


Witness Hic Complainant I Subject Ament a text message and 
ship wi 


confronted him about his relation itnes Initially, Subject Ament 
denied that he was in a relationship with Witnes: P| admitted to 
S 


Complainan {ii that he was involved with Witnes: 
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wines os Subject Ament about Complainant{Es allegation 
that he kissed her fi the jail. Subject Ament denied the allegation and 
plainant EEE liar. id he only texted Complainant 
a: because he knew her —_ uncle. She said Subject Ament 
came home that evening, packed his clothing and left, ending their relationship. 
Witness p two days after her telephone conversation with Complainant 
she O EE a phone call from Subject Ament who told her he had 
been relieved of duty 
Witness Bid not recall if sh alled Complainant EE and asked her to 


wit complaint. Witness also did not recall if Subject Ament pressured 
her o contact Complain: o have her withdraw her complaint. She 


ant 
said Subject Ament blamed her ee relieved of duty and told her 
HE that she needed to fix it. He also told il he lost his job, she would be in 


trouble too, referring to financial support for their 


On January 15, 2014, at approximately 1128 hours, Witness KEE was 
telephonically interviewed by Sergeant Grote from Internal Affairs Bureau. Below is a 
summary of the interview. For witne s T- complete verbatim statements, refer to 
IAB’s audio files or her transcripts, listed in Volume1, under Transcriptions- Non- 
Employee Witness, IAB Interview, in the case book. 


Witness [stated Subject Ament is her fiend i: the O — o ë | 


She stated she became suspicious of Subject Ament and could tell he was trying to 
“hide” something, so she checked their computer and discovered Subject Ament sent e- 
mails and pictures of himself to Complain an N = cellular phone. 


From her work site, Witness texted Complainants cellular phone from 
her cellular phone and eventually learned of the allegations. She said during her texting 
to Complainant Complainant E- Subject Ament about Witness 
She said it was three-way texted 


HE claiming to be whic i 
conversation between her, Complainan’ nd Subject Ament. 


wines tec that after Subj nt was relieved of duty, he blamed her and 
told her it was all her fault. He told she needed to “fix” what she did and that he 


was going to lose his job because of her . 


At the time they were together, Witness B said she had come across different e- 
mail accounts of Subject Ament's, but was not familiar with the “joedirt” address. She 
had no k ge that Subject Ament possibly had a secondary cellular phone account 
ending i and was familiar with his cellular phone, which ended in P| 
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Witness B- she ever used Subject Ament’s cellular phone (ending ina 
to text Complainant] She stated they worked opposite schedules, there was 
no reason for her to have his phone, and that Subject Ament had his phone “glued to 
his hip.” 


IAB Note: In Subject Ament's first IAB interview, he stated Witness 


a <<: his cellular phone to text Complainant 
n Witnes: ICIB interview, she stated she contacted 


Complainant sing her cellular phone. 
FWA DOB: 
On May 7, 2014, at approximately 1040 hours, Witness vos 


interviewed at her residence by Sergeants Dinah Grote and Patrick Mannion from 
Internal Affairs Bureau. Below is a summary of her interview. For Witness 

complete verbatim statements, refer to IAB’s digital audio files and/or her transcripts, 
listed in Volume 1, under Transcriptions- Non-Employee Witness, IAB Interview, in 
the case book. 


IAB Note: On April 22, 2014, at approximately ief 
Jacques A. La Berge, received an e-mail from 

M she overheard a conversation in which a 
deputy was falsely fired from allegations of sexual favors. For 


further, refer to the e-mail, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit K, of 
the case book. 


Witnes tated that mid-October 2013, between 2-3 p.m., she was seated and 
eating at an “In-N-Out” burger restaurant located on Sand Canyon, in the city of Canyon 
Country. 


Seated behind her were approximately three unknown females, 18-20 years old. Ms. 

HER aici she only heard bit and pieces of their conversation, but at one point one of 
the females mentioned a driving under the influence (DUI) arrest. She then heard 
another female say something to the effect, “I should have offered sex to the chipper, 
instead of Joe asshole.” That same female made reference to “Joe or Joseph” twice 
and then said she (unknown female) had the deputy fired. 


The unknown female continued to say she offered the cop a “blow job,” to show her 
breasts and sex, but the “cop was a prude.” The female stated, “It doesn’t matter, | got 
that bitch cop, Joseph, fired anyway.” The female also said she would not have to see 
the cop “around here again.” Ms presume the cop was a deputy who worked 
out of the Santa Clarita/Canyon Country area. 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 15 of 22 IAB# 1V2324547 


When Ms. iB tood up from her seat and before leaving the restaurant, she turned 
back and saw the female who made the comments. She described the female as 
Caucasian with long, brown hair with a large tattoo with script writing on her inner left 
wrist. Ms Ec: disturbed by what she overheard and felt bad for a “long time,” so 
she decided to report it to the Sheriff's Department. 


In early December 2013, vs vent to the Santa Clarita Sheriff's Station front 
desk and told an unknown male deputy that she needed to talk to someone about 
information pertaining to an employee who works at Santa Clarita Sheriffs Station. The 
uniformed male deputy took her name and phone number, but no one from the 
Department called Ms back. 


Within this same time frame, Ms ont to her gym (formerly known asi 

in the city Lancaster) and spoke to an unknown retired deputy sheriff who went 
by the name of “RB or RJ.” She asked him if he knew a deputy named “Joe or Joseph.” 
Through more conversation, the retired deputy mentioned a “Joseph Ament” who 
transferred to Santa Clarita Sheriff's Station. 


Approximately one week later and out of curiosity, Ms. EE to look up 
“Joseph Ament” on Facebook. After she located his name, she learned they had mutual 
friends, so she requested to be his friend on Facebook, which he accepted. She also 
believed Subject Ament was possibly the same “Joe” the females spoke about while at 
the In-N-Out burger restaurant because it listed his employer as “LASD” on his 
Facebook account. 


A few days later, mid-December ae: Subject Ament started texting 
one another. Late that month, Ms| et Subject Ament for the first time. Her 
second face to face meeting was in late January or early February 2014, when she and 
Subject Ament lunched together. 


IAB Note: Ms. Bas shown a photograph of Subject Ament, 
which she said was the same Joseph Ament she had met. For 
further, refer to the photograph presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit 
L, in the case book. 


Mid-to-late February 2014, Ms. i received a text from Subject Ament stating he 
was looking for a job. She questioned him as to why he was looking for a job and he 
texted her back saying a girl arrested for DUI (driving under the influence) made 
allegations against him accusing him of “rape under the color of authority,” which he 
denied doing. He also texted her stating a girl offered him a “blow job” and other sexual 
favors. Although Ms not want to pry, she said a lot of things ran through her 
mind, such as the conversation she overheard at In-N-Out burgers. 


IAB Note: Ms. provided IAB investigators copies of the text 
messages, presented in Volume 2, Exhibit M, of the case book. 
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Ms. B-t- that before this text, Subject Ament told her he still worked for the 
Sheriffs Department, so she never made another attempt to contact the Sheriff's 
Department about the conversation she overheard at In-N-Out burger in October 2013. 
She apologized to him about his job loss and they did not text/talk about it again 
because Subject Ament told her he was embarrassed. Because of his embarrassment, 
she did not tell him what she overheard at the restaurant. 


In late March 2014, Ms met up with Subject Ament for the third time. She said 
she had not seen him since, but they have texted one another on and off. Ms. 

felt the girl at the In-N-Out restaurant was the same girl who made false allegations 
against Subject Ament. She also felt inclined to support Subject Ament by submitting 
an online, e-mailed petition to her friends and customers and obtained over 3,500 
signatures. She did not tell Subject Ament about the e-mail, but felt she needed to help 
him because she believed the female lied to the Sheriff's Department. 


IAB Note: Ms ME IAB a copy of her authored e- 
mailed letter that was sent to her friends and associates, but could 
not locate the entire 3,500 signatures. For further, refer to the 
e-mail, presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit N, in the case book. 
Also, refer to the exchanged e-mails from Ms. [Fo |AB 
Sergeant Grote regarding the e-mails/texts, presented in Volume 2, 
Exhibit O, of the case book. 


Ms. hen went online and looked to see who the person in charge was at Santa 
Clarita Sheriff's Station and co ee Berge’s name, so she e-mailed him her 
con HB has bee or 15 years and has] «She stated 
her has heard her talk about Subject Ament, but has never met him. She 
added that he (husband) does not know about the allegations against Subject Ament, 
the conversation she overheard at the restaurant, or her IAB interview. She denied any 
past or current physical relationship with Subject Ament, adding he (subject) had a 
girlfriend in the police academy, and that she and Subject Ament are just “casual 
friends.” 


Ms. O ontinues to text/communicate with Subject Ament via her cellular phone or 
Google mail account, which is set to a “private” circle of friends. She indicated she did 
not set her account to “private,” but her account came that way and she does not know 
how to change it to “un-private.” 


Ms feels she has betrayed Subject Ament by talking to Internal Affairs Bureau 
and was unsure if she was going to tell him she had been interviewed. She stated 
Subject Ament did not know about her online petition or her e-mail to Chief La Berge 
nor did he request her help. 
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SUBJECT STATEMENTS: 


On April 17, 2013, at approximately 1125 hours, Subject Deputy Joseph Ament was 
interviewed by Sergeants NS and Raymond Moeller from Internal Criminal 
Investigations Bureau. Subject Ament invoked his right to counsel. Precise wording 
may be obtained by reviewing the digitally recorded interview located in IAB’s audio 
files, and/or his transcripts listed in Volume 1, under the Transcriptions - Subject - 
ICIB Interview, section of the casebook. 


On January 14, 2014, at approximately 1235 hours, Subject Deputy Joseph Ament was 
interviewed by IAB Sergeants Dinah Grote and Patrick Mannion at the Internal Affairs 
office. Subject Ament was represented by Attorney Mitchell Kander from Green & 
Shinee. Precise wording may be obtained by reviewing the digitally audio recorded 
interview located in IAB’s audio files, and/or the verbatim transcripts listed in Volume 1, 
under the Transcriptions - Subject - IAB Interview #1, section of the case book. 


Subject Joseph Ament stated that he has been assigned to Santa Clarita Sheriff's 
Station for two and a half years. Prior to being relieved of duty, he had been assigned 
as the Early Morning shift Jailer for approximately seven months. 


He said Complainant was brought into the Santa Clarita Station jail by the 
California Highway Patrol (CHP), arrested for driving under the influence of alcohol. He 
had minimal communications with her while CHP booked her into custody, but stated 
Complainant J appeared to be irate/upset, stating she wanted to get home to 
her child. 


Subject Ament said during CHP’s booking process, Complainant gg told him he 
was cute and attractive, and she became somewhat flirtatious. He said he gets 
complimented a lot, but just ignores it. He said she registered 0.16% Blood Alcohol 
Content (BAC) on the Breathalyzer machine. 


After CHP completed their paperwork, he completed his and then took her back to get 
her fingerprinted. He said the fingerprint process should two minutes, but because 
Complainan {ggg Kept talking, it took him five minutes to complete her prints. 
Refer to a copy of the face page of Complainant N's Booking and Property 
Record, which lists Complainant E's blood alcohol content (BAC) as 0.11%, 
presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit I, in the case book. 


During their conversation, he learned heiii] is a Los Angeles County (LACO FD) 
fireman whom he (Ament) had many interactions with in the field. Out of respect for the 
fireman, he said instead of placing Complainant jg into the female holding 
section with the other females, he placed her into the drunk/sober tank cell where she 
could be by herself 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 18 of 22 IAB# 1V2324547 


There, he gave Complainant a: mattress, blanket and food. He stated she 
was crying and uncertain about the process, so he explained it to her and gave her 
advice on what she needed to do. He said Complainant [calmed down and 
went to bed. 


Subject Ament stated at approximately 0605 hours, he gave Complainant 

another Breathalyzer test in which Complainant IM registered 0.02% BAC on the 
machine, so he released her from custody. Refer to a photograph copy of Santa Clarita 
Station Jails’ Blood Alcohol Content chart for release of intoxicated persons, presented 
in Volume 2, as Exhibit J, in the case book. 

Subject Ament said the protocol for handling DUI arrests would be to give them a 
Breathalyzer when they arrive at the jail on top of what was done in the field. He said 
prior to release, another test is conducted to see if the arrestee meets the requirement 
of 0.02% or less in order to be released. He also said he does not follow the chart, but 
relies upon the Breathalyzer machine and he gave Complainant ither hot 
food or peanut butter and jelly sandwiches to help her sober up. 


IAB Note: Based on the chart (Volume 2, Exhibit J), the estimated time 
release for intoxicated persons with a 0.16% BAC is eight hours. With 
0.12%, it is six hours and 0.10% is five hours. 


That evening, Subject Ament received a text message from a number that he did not 
recognize nor have programmed into his phone. He found out it was Complainant 

N. asked her how she obtained his number. Complainant oo 
him she located his number from his Facebook account. 


Subject Ament said that when he first started his Facebook account, he did not list his 
phone number. When he put the Facebook application on his phone, it linked his 
number to his account which he had no knowledge of until he researched it after 
Complainant him. 


After Subject Ament realized who the text came from, she (Complainant 
asked him about her ticket. He explained the court process to her and told her not to 
text him again. He said that was the last ti from her until the evening hours 
on November 13, 2012 when Compain an ill 2 5 his N 


Employee Witnes SM over Facebook. 

Complainant | - Witness M:a: he (Ament) made sexual comments 
and forced himself on her. Complainant as: said she was going to turn 
(report) him in to his station. 


Subject Ament stated that he was relieved of duty two days later and he did not tell 


— about Complainant EES allegations. He believed Complainant 


as upset at him because she asked him to release her early from custody, 
but he would not do it. In hindsight, he said he should have notified the Department 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY Page 19 of 22 IAB# IV2324547 


about the, tions. He felt that he was doing the right thing in taking care of her 
since her as a County (Los Angeles) fireman. 


Subject Ament knew he did nothing wrong and that there was jail video footage to prove 
his innocence. He said if something did “come about” he would prove his innocence. 


IAB Note: Subject Ament was shown the jail security video 
(Volume 2, Exhibit D), which showed Subject Ament leaning 
against the hallway wall, adjacent to the sober tank window, looking 
inside the sober tank window for approximately 27 seconds, 
starting at 0406:52 hours. Below is his explanation of what 
occurred. 


IAB Note: For clarification of his statement and while the video was 
stopped (0406:40), IAB Sergeant Grote pointed on the computer screen 
to the window at the sober tank, which was previously identified as the 
“A” tank/drunk tank by Subject Ament. 


Subject Ament stated he was looking at two inmates in the cell and one guy was 
“messing around,” which caught his attention and that was what he was watching during 
this time frame. He said he could ni e inside the drunk/sober tank and that he was 
just waiting for complainant fil finish using the bathroom. 


sat down next to her on a mattress, or kissed her. He also denied that he 


Subject Ament denied that he ever went inside the sober tank with Complainant 
E assist her with her criminal case (DUI arrest). 


Subject Ament also denj ent a text message from his cellular phone ending 
n o Comolanant MANANI, the morning of her release (November 13, 2012) 
at 0549 hours. He said his cellular phone i the jailer’s desk, but he did not text 
her. He denied he entered Complainant name and cellular phone number 


into his phone contacts and denied that he had his phone beyond his jailer desk as it is 
not allowed. 


Subject Ament said the text messages that were exchanged between “Joe” and 
Complainant S = kino about her jail experience, “dispatch,” and possible 
termination of his behavior was not him. Refer to the E.M. shift In-service dated 
November 14, 2012, which reflected that Subject Ament worked and was assigned to 
“Complaint 1,” presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit H, in the case book. Also included, 
are In-services for November 15, 16 and 17, 2012, which reflect that Subject Ament was 
on his regular days off (RDO). 


Subject Ament denied that he texted Sera ara possible termination 


for his “behavior.” He did not send Complainant picture of himself either in 
or out of Department uniform, stating they were obtained from his Facebook account. 
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For the texted pictures from cellular phone ending in eter to the ICIB case book, 
presented in Volume 2, as Exhibit C, pages 74 & 75, in the case book. For the 
complete texting messages to Complainant iy cellular phone, refer to pages 
31-89. 


Subject Ament stated he did not have an e-mail account named “joedirt” nor does he 
have a “shadow” phone account ending in J He said after his review of the text 
messages he realized someone must have opened an account using his personal 
information. He said he was unsure if he should or could do anything. He said he 
would report the theft of his identity to the Sheriffs Department. 


IAB Note: As of May 15, 2014, Subject Ament had not reported this to the 
Sheriff's Department. Refer to his statement from that date in his second 
subject interview, page 25. 


Subject Ament denied he told Complainant that he took her to the sober tank 
because there were no security cameras. He denied he fondled her breast, placed her 
hand to his crotch area or kissed her. He denied that he flir i mplainant 
(EEE nd stated she was lying. He said Complainant iil. lying 
because he would not release her early from custody/jail. 


contact Complainant jo have her withdraw her complaint or to “fix” the issue. 
He stated her cellular phone “died a couple of times,” so he loaned her his cellular 
phone when they were at home together. Otherwise, he had it when he went to work. 


Subject Ament denied that he forme his MUGS to 


He said that in the early morning hours, o ber 14, 2012, his last nig 
before being off for his weekend, Witnes: ssibly sent Complainan | 
text messages from his cellular phone ending in cause he did not. 


Subject Ament did not initially advise his supervisors of Complainan NS 
allegations because he felt he handled her allegations “appropriately.” He said he was 
then relieved of duty and not given the opportunity to explain, pending the investigation. 
For further detail, refer to the entire criminal case book by ICIB, presented in Volume 2, 
as Exhibit C, in the case book. 


On May 15, 2014, at approximately 1235 hours, Subject Deputy Joseph Ament was 
interviewed by IAB Sergeants Dinah Grote and Patrick Mannion at the Internal Affairs 
office. Subject Ament was represented by Attorney Mitchell Kander from Green & 
Shinee. Precise wording may be obtained by reviewing the digitally audio recorded 
interview located in IAB’s audio files, and/or the verbatim transcripts listed in Volume 1, 
under the Transcriptions - Subject - IAB Interview #2, section of the case book. 
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Subject Ament stated he had nothing further to add or offer Internal Affairs Bureau in 
this investigation. He stated he met “US his old/former Facebook account. 
After a week or so of e-mail communication, they started texting one another. In 
December 2013, they met face to face and in February 2014, he took her to lunch. He 
said mid-April 2014, he met her a third time to pick up some items she obtained for his 

HM They are friends and have not had/have a physical relationship with one another. 
Because Subject Ament was having a difficult time, he confided in Ms. ena told 
her he was looking for a job. He admitted that he texted her about the sexual assault 
allegations against him and that joking for a job as backup, shoul e his 
job as a deputy. He also told ws ll the female —— 
offered him sexual favors. 


He was unaware vs 2c an online petition going on his behalf and that she sent 
an e-mail to Chief La Berge. He said in his texts to Ms] he mentioned he was 
being investigated for rape under the color of authority based on his interview with 
investigators from Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau. He said his interpretation of 
the criminal investigation was “rape” because that word “stuck in his head.” He also 
stated that Complainant RM fered him sexual favors, such as sex, blow job, 
and showing her breasts. For further, refer to the exchanged texts between Subject 
Ament and Ms. HE resented in Volume 2, Exhibit M, of the case book. 


Subject Ament was aware of the Administrative Rights for Subject Form and the 
admonishment to not discuss the facts of the case with anyone other than his 
representative. He stopped seeing counselors at the Employee Support j 
Bureau because he did not feel they provided him the comfort, which ill 
For further, refer to the Administrative Rights for Subject Form for Subject Ament, 
presented in Volume 2, under the Miscellaneous Documents, section of the case 
book. 


Subject Ament did not know why he did not menti jsi ation in his initial Internal 
Affairs Bureau interview. He figured Complainant ould mention this 


information during her interview(s). 


MISCELLANEOUS: 
None. 
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